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was that INMARSAT would move too quickly before they were in a position
to pose a challenge to the US lead. By guaranteeing US participation

in INMARSAT, the Europeans insured that the US would not develop its
own thiitd generation maritime satellite, and at the same time gained "
sufficient time to further develop their own capabilities.

Some of the more influential figures at rhe Conference included J
Bousse, Plenipotentiary Minister, Foreign Office, Belgium, whom the

US found to be very helpful.. The Canadian representative, J S Stanford,
Director, Legal Advisory Division, Department of External Affairs,

' did well as chairman of Committee I responsible for The Convention.

He was patient to a fault, and tried hard to accommodate the US without
appearing to be-too cozy. M P Louet, Ministry of TForeign Affairs,.
France; assumed the customery French position 4n opposition to US
interests, but not vehemently 50, The-US fought for restricted rights’
to tecHnology in opposition to tlie European,. and particularly French,
preferences for a more open policy. The compromise agreed upon tended
to be more in line with the US positioen.

The West German representative, J Jaenicke, Federal Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, tecognized the need for US participation, and.went out of his
way to be friendly; as chairman of one of the committees, he was not
above recessing meetings to permit the US time to gather more support -
‘on potentially close votes.. § J Barrett, Head, Science and Technology
Department; Forelgn and Commonwealth Officé; was newly appointed to
‘h€édd the UK delégation; he proved to be f®otre flexible and accommodating
‘thair his predecessor. He was willing to suppott the US on those issues

.the US cofi§idered important to idsire its participation in INMARSAT.

H H M Sofiddll, Ministry of Foreign Affdi¥s, and an alternate delegate
from the Netherlands, very often acted a4t a spokesman for European

- tducusés, 'ard a contact poifit for the-US: He 1s a straightforeward

individudl; objective, and aWare of the lidiger issues at stake.

Feipii Affdirs; Norway, a highly regarded
internaticfdl lawyer, v&ry often obstructed progress. He has his own
theories abolt interfiatichdl 1dv dhd otgaiiizations. He was not so much
anti-US 3§ ihflexible and impractidal,:inisisting that his own ideas™be
adopted by the Conference. At ‘he fime; K& had served as the spokesman
for the Européans, but wag ¥&pladed by Sohdall. The Europeans still
turned tc him; howéver, on mattéts pertaining to lilabilities, settle-
ment of disputes, and arbitration.

ks SezerStéﬁ;_M@nistry of ¥Fote

The Swedi$éh delegation tended to stand in opposition to the US on such
political fidtters as the rights of the less developed countries and also
Voted aEHiNiEt the US on 4 huiber of political issues. J C Hontgomery,
Deputy Coifiissioner, Maritifie Affdirs, LiBeria, was quite supportive

of the US position. The Lilidtians ave wélibers of the Group of 77, which
consists 8? the less developed countries, and Montgomery often served as
a vehiclé fof communicating US views to the Group.

titcliehko; Deéputy Ministet,.Ministiy of Merchant Marine, USSR,
d the Meed £8r closé cdbpératicd between the US and the USSR,
The Eurdpeaii dt ore time hdd hoped to work with the USSR against the
Us, but thie Sovtets apparently wished t3 deal with the US as an equal
rather tfisin 48 part of a European collective. Thelr outward approach’
was very atcommodating towards the US position, more so than the US
had bech towards then. ' ’
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- standing issue
member may hold in the INMARSAT Council. The issue was debated
between the USSR and US participants, with the US holding the position -

that a ceiling

. The InternatiénaI-Conferente on the Establishment of an International
Maritime Satellite System (INMARSAT) was held in February 1976, in
_London, UK. The Conference succeeded in resolving all major out--

s but one, that of the maximum voting strength any one

was meaningless because no one member was likely to

‘ dominate the organization. The Soviets refused to move from their

position that a 20 percent ceiling should be written into the organiza-

tion's charter

. The US countered with a preference for a 30 percent

ceiling. to cover the early period of formation when the US would
play a more significant role, but was willing to compromise at 25
percent. The Soviet delegation was not empowered to agree to - such
a compromise, and could locate no.one in Moscow to grant them this
authority because of the preoccupation in the USSR with the 25th

Party Congress

, nor could it accept the UK compromise of eliminating

the voting ceiling altogether. The Soviets are expected to accept

the 25 percent

11976, at which
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ceiling at the next Conference to be held later in
time the agreements will be signed. i

The progress made at the Conference was attributable to a change in
West European attitudes on two issues. The Europeans always have

had difficulty

accepting the US practice of naming a private company

as the designated entity to an international crganization whose -members,
for the most part, had named government bodies as designated entities.

In accepting a

private firm as the designated entity from the US, the

Europeans assured US participation.

The second factor. that influenced thé Europeans'to~be more compromising

‘was their real

ization that INMARSAT would not be operational uptil the

third generation of US maritime -satellites was ready for service. At

_one time, the

Europeans had been interested in an early agreement.on

IMMARSAT, because it coincided with their efforts to launch their

version of the
difficulties w
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maritime satellite, MAROTS. They have had technical
ith MARODTS, however, and their concern at the Conference
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